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ABSTRACT 

The justification for the Choasky-Halle Auxiliary 
Reduction Rule Illr caXXed Pretonic Stress Piaceient (PSP) , is 
questioned froa the point of view of the native speaker. The 
siaiXarity of the PSP and the Bain Stress RuXe (BSR) is exaained 
through the application of these rules to polysyllabic oonoaorpheaic 
and polyaorpheaic vords. This analysis is based on the hypothesis 
that the native speaker divides polysyXXabic vords considered by the 
linguist to be aonoaorpheaic, such as »*Bonongahela«» and «OJtlahoia," 
into two Borphic units. For these words the PSP is found to be a 
repetition of the 8SR in that two cycles through the BSR achieve the 
results of the PSP without the addition of the latter rule. Indirect 
evidence for the native speaker's hypothesized aorphic division is 
found in the aorph reshaping processes of clipping and iconic 
reshaping of loanwords. The need for further attention to speakers* 
intuitions about lexical analysis is stressed. (KB) 
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•JJhere is a rormidHbie-looKiiig rule Introduced in 
the Choiasicy-haile ruifttj Tor Enfiisn stress ceiled Aux- 
iliary Reduction li in Ttie Sound i-attera oi iiinptlish 
CChomsky-rtaiitf I9brt) or Auxiliary deduction III in 
anyiish Stress (Hal ie-Keyser X'-i?l)» (AlChoue^h the de- 
taili: of the rules chiller Eorrewh^t in the two books, X 
siialx cite cne rules as they are t iven in the latter 
booK, since it seemc to revise intentionally earlier 
versions ot the- rules, hut I rely on the discussion 
in both books.; This rule, which I shall call Pretonlc 
Strees Jriacement, or FSir, is number 4 on the list of 
rules on the next pare. It Ib part oi this rule thnt 
I wish to consider in this rarer. 

I do not question this rule because it looks so 
formtdabie (althoush th«t might make one pause) , nor 
because it doesn't work. As far as I can tell, it 
does work very rell. 1 intend to raise questions about 
the justification for the rule froai the point of view 
of the native speaker. If one begins to tamper with 
inter-reiatea ruies, what results may resemble the juaible 
of parts in a three-speed bicycle ^ear changer. It may 
be iiupossible to fet iinythingr to work again. Therefore, 
I intend to accert the rest of the ChouiSky-Halie-Keyser 
rules as I discuss this one. The list of rules on the 
next page includes the pertinent rules for my dis- 
cussion, soo^e of them oeing: simplified for the sake of 
exposition. 

Chootsky, Halle, and Keyser indicate doubts about 
iSP, because its first line resembles their formulation 
of the iiain Stress Kule; they particularly mention the 
weak cluster princinxe that is found in both rules. A 
comparison of iwain Stress Kule subparts la and lb with 
PSi- suDparts and 4b will reveal this parallelism in 
the rules, haile and Keyser admit that "at present... 
this parallelism can not be formally expressed in our 
notations because the Ibiain Stress Rule cannot be ordered 
next to the PSP rule... . This may be due to a short- 
coming in the notational appare.tus or to a lack of un- 
derstanding on our part concernxnp; the phonetic process- 
es or both" (1971 s5»0). I intend to make some suggestions 
for a deeper understanding of nome of these phenomena* 

P8P assigns some degree of stress (tertiary, in 
Halle-i^eyser ; secondary, in Chomsky-Halle) to vowels in 
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syllabxes left streseless after applications of the 
Main Stress Rule, thus preventing these vowels froni 
undergoing the vowel reduction rules. PSP assigns 
a tertiary stress to stiong clusters as in words like 

§sb{ ^ sto3 , alidjtcious . and aiSntetnr although there are 
exceptions like confetti and Atlanta . It may not be 
the case that there is a tertiary stress at the phonetic 
level in all these words. I am r.ore interested, however, 
in PSP and 4b. fhere are at least three classes ci" 
words that these subruies t>i:'ply to. First, uhere are 
sucn lengthy polysyllabic, monomorphemic woi is as 

ffijiligatAw ny. \ft<jnnipesJukee , Jtillamazicjb . and fjlahima, 
whose initial syllables are stressed by these rules. 
The second group of words contains polymorphemic ones 

like Sverthriw . sSperpise, and Atomobile , which are not 
treated like complex or comround words, niid whose initial 
syllables are stressed by tnese rules. Tuc? fiiiai set of 
words, which I will not have space to discuss here, are 

those like ixtltition and rlltxAtlon , where the first 
syllable has jiore stress than the second ever, though 
the second syllable receives the main .stress in the 
plain verb form. 

Let us first consider the lengthy polysyllt.b? e^s not 
formally analyzsble into smaller uni--s. There are many 
non-rative proper nouns in this lisc, which includes 
words such as mulllKatawny . Winninesauteee . Monongahela . 
O klahoma , Conestoga, rho '.odendron . Corlolanus . and 
A lexander . Accordirig to rigorous linguistic analyses ♦ 
such words contain only one morpheme. I suggest, how- 
ever, that tne native speaker may well divide them into 
two morphic units. . (I shall call the native speaker's 
units Qorphs, and the linguist's, morphemes. Frequently, 
of course, morphs and morphemes coincide, but not, I 
ar£:ue, in words like these.) 

Let me illustrate how this putative morphic analy- 
sis affects stress placement before I try to support it 
with other evidence. On the next page I illustrate stress 
placement, both with and without this analysis, for Winni- 
pesauke e^ A^onongahela , and Oklahoma. In my proposed 
analysis I assume a division for each word into two 
morphs. Each morph besides VKinnipe- would be stressed 
by Main Stress lb on the penult. Winnipe- is stressed 
by ii.ain Stress la, which ignores two weak clusters and 
places stress on the antepenultimate syllable. Bfiain 
Stress lb will aooly on the second cycle to ttie penulti- 
mate syllable of each word reducing the primary stress 
assigned in the first morph of each word. The stressed 
syllable rules Ic and Id do not apply, since the primary 
stress is not on the final syllable. Finally, Stress 
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Adjustment ^» reduces the initial streL:8 to a tertiary. 
Tbe deriviitiou is much like that of complex nouns like 

plrallllepjptfd (Cho.;isky-Halle 1968*102). Incidentally* 
division of Winnip^eaukee into Winrii- - and -pesauke3 
does not chenpo the reaults. 

Comparison of the iropot<ed Analysir. v.itti ttie Cho-nsky- 
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fSP 4b 
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1 
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1 



Let me note at this point that my analysis, if su- 
portable. explains why PSI and the &lain Stress Rule are 
so similar. The tertiary stress on PSP is placed either 
two or three syllables before the primary stress depend- 
ing on where the primary stress would have been placed if 
this phonological portion had been considered to be an 
independent morpheme . That is to say that, for words 
such as these, fSP must be formulated as it is because 
it is a redundant ad hoc device which resembles the Main 
Stress Rule simply because it is a repetition of the 
tt.ain otress fiule. If the hypothetical morphic division 
assumed here approximates the native speaker's intuition^.^ 
two cycles through the Main Stress Rule achieve the re- 
sults of PSP without the addition of that rule. What I 
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have ^usc observed about words like these applies equal- 
ly well to many other such words with no more problems 
than th'* Chomsky-haile analysis would have. 

Let me briefly consider words with final stress 

like isllamazoo . I<umber 6 contrasts the Ghomsky-Halle 
analysis with mine, I»otice that for the Ohomsky-H&lle 
analysis the word must be marked as an exception to the 
Aiterr.ating Stress Rule 2, for it would otherwise pro- 
duce Kal^masO^o . For my analysis both the stressed syl- 
lable" rule, *Jain iDtress Ic and Alternating Stress 2 
m\xst be blocked, for eitner would produce the form 

^llagiaz^o * 1 suf2;^est tns-t for proper nouns analyzed in- 
to tH-o stems a readdast*iient rule would predict in a 
sin&ie word boundary (/s^) oetween the stems. Both the 
stressed syllable rule and Alternating Stress will be 
blocked by this boundary. Thus I can genera liae the 
rule-blocking conditions on such words in a natural way, 
not available to ChomsKy and Halle. Some other words like 

this £^re Timbuktu « T ippecanoe > end perhaps Tennes^e . It 
is also possible that some form of the Compound fiule 5 
applies to such words in place of the analysis I have 
given. 



(iQ Comparison of Analyses for Kalamazoo chomsky-Halle 

Proposed Analysis Analysis 

1 luain. Stress la 1 
1 Main Stress le 



2 1 Main Stress le 

3 1 Stress Ad^. 5* 

PSP 4a 



In illustrating and discussing my analysis, I have, 
of course, been also really arguing for it. Before of- 
ferinji additional arguments, let me remark that Chomsky, 
::&lle, and Keyser are not at all certain that we under- 
stand the internal structure of lexical units. Let me 
quote at length a disclaimer from anp;lish Stress a971: 2Q): 

The question of how words are constituted 
from more primitive elements such as roots, 
stems, and affixes is one of the least un- 
derstood problems in modern linguistics. 
We are unfortunately not in a position to 
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to tjhed mucbi new life',ht on this matter. 
Therefor© w© shell assume without dis- 
cussion or 3u8til'ication that a grammar 
contains rules of word formation and 
that one of the ©ffecta of theae rules 
is the correct placement of word bound- 
aries in strings of morphemes, that is, 
in strings composed of primitive ele- 
ments. As a first approximation we pro- 
pose th£xt word boundaries are assigned to 
all sequences of morphemes that consti- 
tute a member of a lexical category, i.e., 
a noun, verb, or an adjective. As our 
discussion develops, however, we shall 
see that this straightforward principle 
is not fully adequate. 
As mav be apparent by now, I am not even sure that we 
C3n?et always know the mirphemic structure (or morohic 
Sture, at any rate), let alone the internal bracket- 

I have suggested that the native speaker makes a 

morphic anlfysli that may differ ^^O" J^J^ij^oSn into 
^^tr^>t«m^^» analvsis. If a word does not break down inTJo 
S^Iirt^lt^recJr'lisihere the lln|uist does .ot^ 

nize anv smaller units within it. I thini. lu ii^-eiy 
ft J. n!tive speaieer is not ^^"^^^^J J^^^.^^g^f ^^$! 
thfaLt the partial unit must recur. Instead, he has cer 
?ain expecStions about the size of root ^^o^P^JJf 
pectations based on the lar^e number of '^J^^^^ that he 
Ks previously encountered. Most «o^t%?Lr 
thJee syllables can be analyzed into smaller units. 
Th^rlfore, if he encounters new words of excessive 
!eng?hr^e is Ukely to break them into "^J^P^ij^f 
;!?f?iv assumitiK.if these are unique morphs, that he 
^usf hL norrunlnto otner words in which they mi^t 

'"''''^'l am not prepared to prescribe the exact maximum 
norohic lenpth for Eaglisn although it is probably at 
aboSt'?hrle%llables'with ^^.^^^e'exll^konr 
few words, like tuahogany perhaps, Ja^S?^^°® •**=SF5^'''^i: 

111% Jhlll that he mentions is two syllables long, ex- 
words with some stress ^^^f^^yj^-l^tlres)! 
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than those associated v.'ith our present views of eyn- 
tactic iAUd phonolo^tical structure* It would be simpler 
if lin^^uistic structure were transparently anaiyzable 
from a taxonomy of the linguistic sigrial. In our at- 
tempt to write grammars tnet model those of the native 
speaker we have learned to formulate new arialyees less 
directly verifiable, but based on indirect evidence and 
on the principle of simplicity. Since 1 have already 
ar^cued on ti.e li tter [-rouuio, I will turn to the in- 
direct eviaence. 

There i«re at leaat t'.«'0 kinds of iiorr.b reshppinp; 
processes that can be i.ite^ -ted as evidence in favor 
of :^y tiypothesis. One of i .m is ci-ippiiH"* which resrulor- 
Iv reJu'ces word length to t.;o syllables or less. BacK- 
clipriina-, the deletion of the end of a word, ps wnen 
advertisement becomes ad, is more frequent than fore- 
cli oping:,, v-hich reinoves the bef^;innirig oC the word, as 
when telephone becomes: phone (Iklarchand 1969s44^-44^) . 
Such word snortening:, occurrint^ in more frequently 
used words, indicntes, 1 suf.est, an Intuition about 
normal morphic shape. Although a word may be clipped 
at a morpheme boundary, as in plane from airplane, it 
may be clipped across sucn a bound »ry, as in ad lib irom 
ad libitum or the clipped form may stop short of a 
boundary, as in doc from doctor , i^archand says that 
"the clipped part is not a morpheme in ttie linguistic 
system (nor is the clipped result, for that matter), 
but an arbitrary part of the word form" (1969? 441 
Against his position tnat clippiu^ is only a phonolog- 
ical procesb, I would counter thnt, whether phonolog- 
icaily shaped or not, the end result does indicate a 
morphic analysis: new free forms are created and then 
tre&ted as regular luorphemes. The native speaker does 
not always, malce a careful linguistic analysis, but he 
does muke a linguistic analysis. For example, burfie;^ 
Ts~a" fore-clippinp of hamburger , violatint? the original 
morpheraic DOund?iry, and has become a new combining form 
in mnny other worls: cheeseburrer ^ beanburger, taco- 
Dureer, etc. It is InteresJtinr to note thPt thr^e of 
the IcnfT unam.lyaable polysyllr^blei- listed Ly Chomsky 
and lialie h.-ve teen c3 iT>ped in one way or another. _ 
Sto£ey is forir.ed from Oonestot^a , the morph with main 
Stress b*>comin{- an independent morrhe.ue. In the clipped 
adaptation Okie the morph with tertiary stress bee omer 
the basis of^e new form. And Alexander has two 
shortenings: Alex and Alec , both tased on the firtjt 

part of the word. ^ . ^ 

Another kind of morph reshaping occurs m the ^ 
le^cical reanalysis sometimes called "folk etymology. 
I quote part of Kaimo Anttila*s discussion of this 
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pnenomeaon (19?*^* 92 )s 

Loanwords ore often Bub.iect to this, be- 
cause they are unan&lyzabl© in the adopt- 
ing langnisge and hnve foi'.BS unusoBiiy 
long compared with the cctablished mor^ 
rhemes of the ItiHiruHge. A woi?d like 
asraraFOis is rather lonf for one mor- 
pheme in Enrlish and gave v^t^y to s^jirrow 
cirnss* wnich more or les:^ retains the a&me 
number of consonantB, What ib imvornaut 
is thnt the form is now ^ coaipotind Luilt 
up of known elements. There i« even a 
fair aoioutit of seoiHUtic jii^'tii ication lu 
that the vei-etabifc i.^ a kind of gr^Bb. 

After *--ivLi.R- more examples of total ruorphemic rein- 
ternretatiol with semantic justification, ne says: 
Semantic justification is not «^ Pi^f' 
requisite, because form i.s after all inde- 
pendent of meaning. Ahen cucuiLbeg gives 
cowcunoer, or Odibwa otchek-> woodchuc^ , 
plrt of tne arbitrary form stiU reni^ins, 
but the arbitrary part is shorter and the 
total seems to fit tne rest of the vocabu- 
lary better oecause of the netive pass- 
port in the Tirst part. 
Such iconic reshaping- shows iLore obviously than clip- 
ping does the :r.or?hic analysis ^^^^J^.rf^L^^inKlesr 
t ive sreaker. It is worthy of note that a ^e^'^i^S*®®;. 
^or^h like limber may remain. X suggest, of course, that 
?f Sords liie^fiy.pesauMe and :>:innesota the morphic 
analysil mafol^^^^HSi^obvioSriS^ reshaping of 

l^lhapfn^orotch^ into 

^^rfS u-'^^i^^h^ard for 4an," fflma. The canonical 
will iSciSde an additional unstressed syllable or, oc- 

superpose . Number 7 contrasts the Chomsky-Halle 
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analysis with mine. Xttey assume no bracketing for 
thd prefixes in these words, since they are not major 
lexical items. In overtnrow, wbich is similar to 
super rof>e , luain i^tress le ossignc priii»ary «tress to the 

il:«bie. Alt ernfi ting Stress 2 would be blocked 
by a word boundJiry berore throw . On the second cycle, 
hlter le h^a vacuouf.iy a^'plied, R>i- assigns tertiary 
stress to the iirnt syllable of the prefix. Also 
suf>eriun:ose w.oula be na.il.ykei F i uiicu-iy, SiXii ts in 
WinniT>esaukee « 13P wii* Iralt.-.te the Llnin Stress Kule 
iu y;i3itninj; tertiary st.ro.ss ttiroo L:yl!rtbies bocic, again 
puttinir it oa the I'irct s.yiinble of the prefix. I pro- 
poi.e A separate tracitet int.- of tivi frofix, tentatively 
1-iDc-iei tdJiiu'lA* I then sssudio thv nut. j.^, :.:atjf*t of major 
stresses to both the prefix r.rid tlin rot in wor.is lll'e 
overtarov? ^Vid. tne reasf'i^'nnient of streso on the root In 
the secoiid cycle, reAucir.p; the stres;: on T>refix. 
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There are indirect justifications for my analysis. 
First, it Aorks analofously to tne analyses I have been 
discussing. Furthermore, I should like to treat disyl- 
labic prefixes like over and super (which may be moao- 
sy liable in underlying ptionolo^Ical structure; as paral- 
lels to certain monosyllabic prefixes. Chomsky and 
K&lle do not p:ive prefixes the attention they deserve. 
The nef^ative prefixes reffularly receive tertiary stress. 

For example, in §niible « Sncirtoin . f nipt ^ |ncJrk, gmgral, 
etc. Another prefix {generally showing such stress is 
out as in the verb outbid . The evidence is strong, then, 
that these prefixes are fully stressed at some point in a 
derivation. PSF 4c will not assign tertiary stress on 
the prefixes in words like unabi e and Inept > which hitve 
weak initial clusters. If it is assumed that each mor- 
pheme received a primary strvss in the first cycle ol tbe 
stress rules, then the priiaary stress placement in the 
final morpheme during the second cycle and the stress re- 



duction luie would account lor the tertiary etrei.e on 
words like overthrow and Inapt . 

i^efore coaciudiap':* I wish to r9m3rte fJijaln thttt I 
have not tind the Kpuce to consider ftiternutionB like 
ex&lt and exaltation , w'nere soiae kln'3 ot pretonic stress 
placejient may fipply. il" it dooa, i euf^trest thsit it does 
not involve tUd weak ciuf^ter prirjclnle of tlie i-iftlr* 
Stress i<ule. 

In conclusion, lot li^t Ciy t^tftt my propofjuifci Atout 
the pretonic stress rul«-» u^hl lo not. c i fiTi'i' up fill 
trobiejis, nave Imtortarit cofis»-'qurtno»=>;, Pirt't, a reiun- 
dfncy in the t.tatoiueat,s of ' i.-iin Jt, r^a.". kute Mt»i liSi' 
eiiiiin;. ted. 3econ-.l» i iui-iil th-.t. ;.tr\'/Mf: Mt,teiiMon 
uiuiit be ,-i\^en 10 the .^uet^tioii ol ..fe.'«kvf Irttui t lr>nf. 
ribout iexicai ;inE;iyfci& and ruiu wful i<;Ht. i </ .«» k dip/.r'^e 
with CtiOT-Pi^y , iiuiie, and iieyc:.ei* tl.-it v.« ws^n t'> 
much laore about lexic:^! ynaiy«is, iHrtic'ii-.riy» need 
to yiivt more study to prefixation and to n-Hivf; nj.e^kers' 
intuitions about it. Finolly, let si'j £»u,^,r.eut nr.r.t -j'io 
way oi acquirifife evidence upon v.hich to th<?ori?.e i:i '^o 
suba*it a written list or difficult and coatrivol *ordL 
to native speakers in order to Fee hor their ruieu oper- 
ate on unfamiliar words. I find it interesting tnut iien- 

yon and nnott (1W-) report the stress pattern TSrpaicho- 

re for the noun &nd T^rpsichorian for the addactive while 

Aebster'F. Seventh Collegiate reports T§rpstchore. and 

either tlrrsichor^an ^ t jroslchorlan . or tirpsichirean. 
Such variations testify to analyses based on written, 
not orai» encounters with words like this and remind us 
thttt native speakers' Intuitions vary. A clasoful of 

students opted for . tlrDsichirean % my own private Pi'o- 
nunciation derived froia reading* hearing, the word* 
which presumably reveals societhinK about my active rules, 
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